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Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman from New Jersey for yield-
ing time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, the Congress is now de-
bating the most serious and sobering of 
issues, whether we go to war, war 
against Iraq. We do this as we stand on 
the threshold of a new century. 

I believe this debate is as much about 
voting to declare war as it is about 
what kind of country we are and what 
we want our country to be in the fu-
ture. This resolution of war is an ex-
traordinary and unwise departure from 
our history of a principled American 
tradition, that we stand foursquare 
against unprovoked attacks and for a 
foreign policy of deterrence. 

The Bush doctrine reverses this pol-
icy and sets forth that the United 
States of America has the unrestricted 
right to attack other nations. This res-
olution trades deterrence for preemp-
tion. This resolution trade 
multilateralism for unilateralism. 

This go-it-alone policy has become 
the imprimatur of this administration. 
We have witnessed their abrogation of 
nearly every international treaty they 
inherited from previous Republican and 
Democratic administrations. 

This administration has allowed the 
underfunding of the Nunn-Lugar law, 
leaving the tools of terrorists unpro-
tected and up for grabs across the 
former Soviet Union. 

This administration has withdrawn 
from the ABM Treaty, withdrawn from 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, 
withdrawn from START II, rejected the 
Biological Weapons Convention, and 
rejected the International Criminal 
Court. 

This administration makes war the 
first and only option, rather than a last 
resort. It has, in one brief summer and 
fall, upended decades of our time-test-
ed, tenacious foreign policy of deter-
rence, which has served our Nation and 
the world so well.
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The President has not answered the 
haunting questions of thousands of my 
constituents and the American people. 
Why now? How many troops will we 
need to wage this war? What will it 
cost? How long will we be there? What 
is the plan to manage the chaos in the 
aftermath of regime change; and, fi-
nally, how will it affect the war on ter-
rorism? 

Respected military leaders and 
statesmen have testified to Congress 
about their deep concerns with preemp-
tion and unilateralism. These experts 
have seriously undercut the President’s 
case of what Saddam Hussein has and 
the President’s remedy to deal with it. 
And classified briefings have raised 
more questions than answers. 

Today’s newspapers were filled with 
the information that our own intel-
ligence agencies have concluded that 
Saddam Hussein is unlikely to initiate 
a chemical or biological attack against 
the United States. Not one of us carries 
a brief for Saddam Hussein. We know 

what he has done and we know how he 
rules. We know about his accumulation 
of chemical and biological weapons and 
the other weapons that threaten his 
neighbors and us. 

Our answer today, send a thousand 
troops of weapons inspectors to Iraq. 
This time they must have unrestricted 
access to everything and with dead-
lines to achieve disarmament. The 
world community will watch and as we 
disarm him. He will loosen the noose 
he holds. 

We can be tough and principled as we 
have been in the past. We can bring 
other nations with us and when we do, 
Saddam will know he cannot dodge or 
be deceitful any longer. That is why I 
support the Spratt resolution which 
calls for action only if the U.N. deter-
mines action is required and the Presi-
dent seeks approval from the Congress. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, when the fram-
ers wrote our Constitution, their vision 
spoke to the innermost yearnings of 
every human being, then, over the cen-
turies, and now. They created what I 
have called the best idea that is ever 
been born: democracy. Their call is the 
same today in this new century that we 
lead through the enduring strength of 
our democratic principles backed by 
the might we possess. Today our Con-
stitution and my conscience beckon me 
to oppose the President’s resolution for 
war. I shall vote against the resolution 
and I urge my colleagues to do so as 
well. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. LARSON), a member of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

(Mr. LARSON of Connecticut asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks, and include extra-
neous material.) 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in an effort to 
unite this body behind the Spratt reso-
lution. I oppose House Joint Resolution 
114 because this resolution sets a dan-
gerous new precedent in foreign policy, 
a policy of preemptive first strikes and 
go-it-alone unilateralism. This is a rad-
ical departure from long-standing 
United States policy of deterrence, di-
plomacy, containment and collective 
security. We are drifting away from the 
successful coalition-building of former-
President George Bush in Desert Storm 
and our current President’s adminis-
tration’s coalition that is currently 
prosecuting the war on terror in Af-
ghanistan. 

We are united behind the President 
in his continued prosecution of this 
war on terror, a mission we need to re-
lentlessly pursue and not be deterred 
from. We are united behind the Presi-
dent in our efforts before the United 
Nations, and strongly support a tough, 
new, robust, unfettered weapons in-
spection process that is currently being 
negotiated by Colin Powell. We are in 
unanimous agreement about the brutal 
dictatorship of Saddam Hussein, the 

atrocities he has perpetuated against 
other nations and his own people, and 
the need to remove him. We stand 
united behind our men and women of 
our armed services no matter the out-
come of the vote. 

Where we differ is not whether, but 
how, we address this threat. As former 
Secretary of State Jim Baker points 
out it is not whether to use military 
force to achieve this, but how we go 
about it. While we address the near-
term danger presented by Saddam Hus-
sein, we must be equally mindful of the 
dangerous long-term consequences of 
first-strike, go-it-alone policy. To that 
extent, there is a notable divide in past 
and current Bush administrations and 
within this Congress and amongst peo-
ple across this Nation. 

This divide stems from those advo-
cating the abandonment of long-stand-
ing policy in favor of going it alone. 
This is not about the use of force. I 
voted for the use of force in Kosovo and 
in Afghanistan. It is about the preemp-
tive and unilateral use of force. The 
United States is the undisputed pre-
eminent military, social and economic 
leader in the world; but there are many 
issues we simply cannot solve alone. 
Issues like the environment, disease 
and global economic stability are but a 
few examples and only further under-
score the problematic concerns of our 
ongoing debate about going alone.

There is no question that we have the 
military might or that we will prevail 
against Iraq or any nation. But what 
lingers is whether we have the re-
straint as the world’s lone superpower 
to lead by the rule of law and use our 
terrible swift swords only as a last re-
sort. 

The goal of the administration is to 
isolate Saddam Hussein and bring 
about his demise. In the process we 
must make sure that it is not the 
United States that is isolated and 
alone. For even with all our military 
might and resources, we cannot solve 
all the global problems by ourselves. 
The internationalist wing of the Re-
publican Party best expressed the per-
ils of preemption, in going it alone in 
Brent Scowcroft, the former National 
Security Advisor to both President 
Ford and former President Bush, who 
has argued that attacking Iraq will 
take away from the effort against the 
war on terror and do long-term damage 
to the stability needed in the Middle 
East. 

Retired generals like Norman 
Schwarzkopf and Secretary of State 
Eagleburger, hardly appeasers, come 
down on the side of caution and coali-
tion building. General Zinni, retired 
Commander in Chief of U.S. Central 
Command, talks about the need to be 
intensely involved in the peace process 
between Israel and Palestine. In stay-
ing focused on Osama bin Laden and al 
Qaeda, he wonders aloud about those in 
the administration who have never 
served in the military who seem so 
anxious to place our troops in harm’s 
way; and those in the administration 
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